created an ambiguity in the Ecclesiastical History in which Eusebius explicitly presented Philo not as a Jew, but as a "Hebrew."
Eusebius' Portraits of Philo
About Philo's life, we learn very little from Eusebius that we could not extract from a combination of Philo's own scattered comments and from the brief notice in Josephus. 6 The one noteworthy piece of information, which Eusebius introduced with λόγος ἔχει ("as the story goes"), 7 is that Philo "encountered Peter" in Rome. 8 Eusebius obviously anticipated objections to the report because he went on to say, "And this would not be unlikely," and cited as evidence Philo's account of the Therapeutae, whom Eusebius considered to be Christians. 9 So Eusebius wished his readers to think that Philo's meeting with Peter was authentic because Philo praised the first Christians in Egypt; here too Eusebius felt obligated to defend his identification.
10

Philo in Eusebius' Ecclesiastical History 2.4.2-3
We turn now to discuss Eusebius' presentation of Philo as a renowned scholar of his day, who knew and recognized the significance of the first Christians of Egypt. Eusebius began by stressing Philo's reputation for learning:
In his reign [Gaius Caligula's] Philo became generally known as a man of the greatest distinction, not only among our own people but also among those of heathen education. He was a Hebrew by racial descent but inferior to none of the magnates in authority in Alexandria. The extent and quality of the labour he bestowed on the theological learning of his race is in fact patent to all, and it is not necessary to say anything of his position in philosophy and the liber- 6 The only information Josephus offers is found in Ant. 18.259: "Philo, the leader of the Jewish embassy [to Gaius Caligula], a man esteemed in all things, brother of Alexander the Alabarch, and not inexperienced in philosophy" (Φίλων ὁ προεστὼς τῶν Ἰουδαίων τῆς πρεσβείας ἀνὴρ τὰ πάντα ἔνδοξος Ἀλεξάνδρου τε τοῦ ἀλαβάρχου ἀδελφὸς ὢν καὶ φιλοσοφίας οὐκ ἄπειρος). 7 This citation formula has been analyzed by Carriker, The Library, 63-68, al studies of the heathen world since he is related to have surpassed all his contemporaries, especially in his zeal for the study of Plato and Pythagoras.
11
Our concern here is not to determine whether Eusebius was historically correct about the Therapeutae, 12 but to examine how he presented Philo as a scholar.
13
Indeed, a little later Eusebius says of Philo, "Moreover, from his very accurate description of the life of our ascetics it will be plain that he not only knew but welcomed, reverenced, and recognized the divine mission of the apostolic men of his day, who were, it appears, of Hebrew origin, and thus still preserved most of the ancient customs in a strictly Jewish manner." 14 Later Eusebius says, "Philo was rich in language and broad in thought, sublime and elevated in his views of the divine writings, and had made various and diverse his exposition of the sacred words."
15
Eusebius carefully crafted his vocabulary to make Philo neither a Christian nor an opponent, but respected by both. 16 He was "a man most noted" [ἐπισημότατος], says Eusebius, "not only among our people, but also among those eager for education outside." 17 Having introduced his reputation both among Christians and pagans, Eusebius then referred to Philo's Hebraic descent. It is true that Philo here and elsewhere, along with Josephus, received the more honorary Eusebian designation of "Hebrew" as opposed to the more hostile "Jew." But the term "Hebrew" was not always clearly positive, and the term 11 Hist. eccl. 2.4.2-3, trans. Kirsopp Lake, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 1926-1932). The Greek text reads as follows: Κατὰ δὴ τοῦτον Φίλων ἐγνωρίζετο πλείστοις, ἀνὴρ οὐ μόνον τῶν ἡμετέρων, ἀλλὰ καὶ τῶν ἀπὸ τῆς ἔξωθεν ὁρμωμένων παιδείας ἐπισημότατος. τὸ μὲν οὖν γένος ἀνέκαθεν Ἑβραῖος ἦν, τῶν δ' ἐπ' Ἀλεξανδρείας ἐν τέλει διαφανῶν οὐδενὸς χείρων, περὶ δὲ τὰ θεῖα καὶ πάτρια μαθήματα ὅσον τε καὶ ὁπηλίκον εἰσενήνεκται πόνον, ἔργῳ πᾶσι δῆλος, καὶ περὶ τὰ φιλόσοφα δὲ καὶ ἐλευθέρια τῆς ἔξωθεν παιδείας οἷός τις ἦν, οὐδὲν δεῖ λέγειν, ὅτε μάλιστα τὴν κατὰ Πλάτωνα καὶ Πυθαγόραν ἐζηλωκὼς ἀγωγήν, διενεγκεῖν ἅπαντας τοὺς καθ' ἑαυτὸν ἱστορεῖται. 12 According to the Acts of the Apostles 2:10, certain "Alexandrians" were in attendance at Pentecost, although we cannot know that these Alexandrian Jews were converted, as Robert Grant assumes in his Eusebius as Church Historian, 51. 13 On Eusebius' presentation of people see Grant, Eusebius as Church Historian, 76-83. 14 Hist. eccl. 2.17.2 (trans. Lake, LCL). The Greek text reads as follows: ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸν βίον τῶν παρ' ἡμῖν ἀσκητῶν ὡς ἔνι μάλιστα ἀκριβέστατα ἱστορῶν, γένοιτ' ἂν ἔκδηλος οὐκ εἰδὼς μόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀποδεχόμενος ἐκθειάζων τε καὶ σεμνύνων τοὺς κατ' αὐτὸν ἀποστολικοὺς ἄνδρας, ἐξ Ἑβραίων, ὡς ἔοικε, γεγονότας ταύτῃ τε ἰουδαϊκώτερον τῶν παλαιῶν ἔτι τὰ πλεῖστα διατηροῦντας ἐθῶν. 15 Hist. eccl. 2.18.1 (trans. Lake, LCL). The Greek text reads as follows: Πολύς γε μὴν τῷ λόγῳ καὶ πλατὺς ταῖς διανοίαις, ὑψηλός τε ὢν καὶ μετέωρος ἐν ταῖς εἰς τὰς θείας γραφὰς θεωρίαις γεγενημένος, ποικίλην καὶ πολύτροπον τῶν ἱερῶν λόγων πεποίηται τὴν ὑφήγησιν. "Jew" was associated with Philo and Josephus elsewhere in Eusebius. 18 In fact, Sabrina Inowlocki's research leads her to the conclusion that, at least in his apologetic writings, Eusebius applied the term "Hebrew" to Jewish authors only when he "intend[ed] to connect them to Christianity." 19 This general observation holds true for the Philo materials in the Ecclesiastical History as well.
Connecting "Hebrews" with Christianity was indeed an overt aim of Eusebius. After responding to the sensitive point that the term "Christian" was new to human vocabulary, Eusebius wrote:
But even if we are clearly new, and this really fresh name of Christians is recently known among all nations, nevertheless our life and method of conduct [τῆς ἀγωγῆς ὁ τρόπος], in accordance with the precepts of religion, has not been recently invented by us, but from the first creation of man, so to speak, has been upheld by the natural concepts of the men of old who were friends of God, as we will here demonstrate. The race of the Hebrews is not new but is honoured among all men for its antiquity and is itself well known to all. The Greek text reads as follows: ἀλλ' εἰ καὶ νέοι σαφῶς ἡμεῖς καὶ τοῦτο καινὸν ὄντως ὄνομα τὸ Χριστιανῶν ἀρτίως παρὰ πᾶσιν ἔθνεσιν γνωρίζεται, ὁ βίος δ' οὖν ὅμως καὶ τῆς ἀγωγῆς ὁ τρόπος αὐτοῖς εὐσεβείας δόγμασιν ὅτι μὴ ἔναγχος ὑφ' ἡμῶν ἐπιπέπλασται, ἐκ πρώτης δ' ὡς εἰπεῖν ἀνθρωπογονίας φυσικαῖς ἐννοίαις τῶν πάλαι θεοφιλῶν ἀνδρῶν κατωρθοῦτο, ὧδέ πως ἐπιδείξομεν. οὐ νέον, ἀλλὰ καὶ παρὰ πᾶσιν ἀνθρώποις ἀρχαιότητι τετιμημένον ἔθνος, τοῖς πᾶσι καὶ αὐτὸ γνώριμον, τὸ Ἑβραίων τυγχάνει. 21 Hist. eccl. 1.4.6. On this question see Aryeh Kofsky, Eusebius of Caesarea Against Paganism (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 100-36. 22 Using the name "Hebrew" would have distanced the Christians from contemporary Jews with whom they were still in debate, which served an apologetic interest when engaging pagan intellectual culture. On Porphyry's respect for the theology and religious devotion of the Jews, see Aaron P. However, Philo's own writings, well-known to Eusebius' readers, gave no hint that he accepted Christian faith. Thus he was dropped at the doorstep of Christian conversion. 24 The term "Hebrew" alone is not enough for Eusebius' readers to know for sure the religious identity of someone living at the beginning of the Christian era. But Eusebius complicated matters further. After acknowledging the Therapeutae were indeed "from the Hebrews" [ἐξ Ἑβραίων], he stated they "were still rather Jewish [ἰουδαϊκώτερον] in their preservation of most of the ancient customs." 25 According to Inowlocki, the comparative adjective "rather Jewish" in the Ecclesiastical History elsewhere describes "Christian groups willing to keep Jewish law, such as the Ebionites, 26 or those willing to interpret the scriptures as the Jews do, like the schismatic Nepos."
27 Eusebius, then, identified the Therapeutae, as Jewish Christians, while allowing his source of information about them, Philo, to remain only a Hebrew. 28 This left Philo's own status ambiguous. Eusebius' identifying both Philo and the Therapeutae as "Hebrews" drew on his discussion in Ecclesiastical History 1.4.4-5 about Hebrews being the original "Christians,"
29 and thus served to create a comparative ambiguity between the identities of Philo and the Therapeutae. 30 Eusebius hinted at Philo's connection with the "original" Hebrews with the adverb ἀνέκαθεν ("originally, formerly," or "by birth"). This term may not mean that Philo was a Hebrew "by birth," for this much is implied by the term τὸ γένος ("race"). It could either be that Philo is connected with the "original" Hebrews by race (i.e., those pre-Christian "Christians"), 31 or that he was "formerly" a Hebrew by race. 32 This interpretation squares with what Inowlocki says the term "Hebrew" means in Eusebius. It is chronological insofar as it refers to virtuous people prior to the Mosaic Law, and it is religious/ethical insofar as it refers to righteous Jews after the Law independent of their keeping it.
33 So again, we are confronted with an ambiguity. Ironically, Eusebius' Philo was more Christian than the actual "Christian" Therapeutae whose activity he reports, for Philo was never described as being "rather Jewish" (ἰουδαϊκώτερος), and in fact was never even termed "Jew" (Ἰουδαῖος) in the Ecclesiastical History. Surely this is intentional. But neither did Eusebius explicitly convert him. Philo was almost a Christian just as the Therapeutae were almost Jews.
Philo in Ecclesiastical History 2.17
The second section of biographical information on Philo comes immediately before Eusebius discusses the Therapeutae. A careful analysis of Eusebius' language here reveals just how much he presented Philo as admiring Christianity.
34 It is indeed difficult to imagine someone so smitten with Christianity (as Eusebius presents the evidence) who did not himself convert. Immediately before citing Philo's account of the Therapeutae, Eusebius wrote that Philo "not only knew 35 Especially the last two terms, ἐκθειάζω and σεμνύνω, carry specialized senses deserving analysis.
The former term, ἐκθειάζω, means "to deify," and is often used negatively of idols, ideas and creatures worshipped among the pagans. 36 The term can be used, however, of reverence or admiration, especially of non-Christians toward the Christian life. For instance, Clement, after citing a number of texts to demonstrate that "Christian" virtue is valued among the Greeks, concluded, "You see how even the Greeks deify [ἐκθειάζω] the gnostic life, although not knowing how it must be understood." 37 The author of the Exhortation to the Greeks, in giving his account of the translation of the Septuagint, portrayed Ptolemy II Philadelphius marveling at the work, and calling the translators "godloving men" (θεοφιλεῖς ἄνδρες), and "deifying [ἐκθειάζω] the books." 38 Certainly neither of these authors wished to express deification literally, as did the Neo-Platonists, for whom the term became equivalent to the ethical ideal of ὁμοίωσις θεῷ, or "likeness to 34 Inowlocki's discussion of Eusebius' language, "Eusebius of Caesarea's 'Interpretatio Christiana,'" 320-21, is confused and unnecessarily critical of Lake's translation. To begin, she discusses what she perceives to be the mistranslation of three participles when in fact there are four in question (which she confuses with one another). She also accidentally substitutes the verb ἀποδέχομαι (which is in the text) for ὑποδέχομαι (which is not in the text, but which she unintelligibly explains). She then misunderstands the English verb "knew" to be Lake's translation of the participle ἀποδεχόμενος (a term she had just interpreted as ὑποδεχόμενος) when in fact it is a (good) translation of the contextual εἰδώς. Finally, she understands Lake's translation of σεμνύνω to be only "to recognize" when in fact it is "to recognize the divine mission," a startling close equivalent to Inowlocki's proposed rendering, "to recognize as divine. God."
39 But for Eusebius and his colleagues the strong metaphor elevated those occasional non-Christians who recognized distinctively "Christian" (anachronistically applied) truths. This word thus speaks in favor of Philo's remaining an outside admirer of Christianity.
The second term, σεμνύνω, again reminds us of divination, for the term often means "to honor as divine." 40 In Eusebius, though, the term most often indicates "irreverent boasting." This context is one of the few occasions in which the term is positive in Eusebius. Kirsopp Lake translates the term in such a way as to stress that Philo "recognized the divine mission" of the first Egyptian Christians. Like Josephus, who recognized the greatness of John the Baptizer and Jesus, 41 Philo met Peter in Rome, and subsequently "became a hearer" (ἐπακροασαμένος) of the Therapeutae, a participle that might hint at the philosophical technical term ἀκροατής. 42 Thus, this description of Philo suggests that Eusebius was asking, "How could Philo have described Christianity in such glowing terms, and possibly have been a student of Peter himself, and yet not have been converted?" Such a combination of honorable terms is rare in Eusebius' biographical presentations, and indeed sets Philo apart. It would not be inconceivable for a reader of Eusebius to jump to the conclusion that Philo described the Therapeutae when he was still an outsider to Christianity, but later in his life, after "hearing" the Apostle Peter, converted to become a Christian himself.
Eusebius' Portraits of Philo and Origen Compared
In contrast to his brief discussions of Philo, Eusebius spent a significant portion of Book Six of his Ecclesiastical History detailing the life of Origen, from his childhood to his martyrdom. Eusebius in fact gave far more attention to Origen than to any other figure. In his portrait, Eusebius described Origen's prodigious learning, his religious fervor, his philosophical life, his ecclesiastical conflicts and finally his worldwide renown from Caesarea. Lorenzo Perrone suggests Eusebius' purpose, writing, "This biographical sketch, even if we take into account its apologetic tendency, offers a very clear idea of the principles and values that should inspire the conduct of a Christian writer." 43 questioned his philosophical integrity. 45 These purposes were exemplified in a most extreme way. Eusebius could cite Porphyry as a witness to Origen's pagan philosophical acumen, and could also himself boast of Origen's ascetic act of self-castration! Porphyry's testimony represents a ringing endorsement from one of the finest philosophical minds of Late Antiquity, and Origen's ascetic deed suggests the strictest spiritual discipline.
Eusebius' presentation of Philo's biography was missing this overt apologetic, but he portrayed Philo in terms similar to Origen, both as a renowned philosophical mind and as a noted scriptural exegete. Some might think these similarities are sufficiently broad to be applied to virtually any thinker Eusebius admired. But this is not the case. For example, Elizabeth Penland asserts that Eusebius' portrait of his teacher Pamphilus was patterned after Origen's biography in the Ecclesiastical History, 47 yet his comments on the life of Pamphilus conformed only to two of the above-mentioned categories, namely his extraordinary labor and his renown for scriptural learning. 48 Eusebius emphasized these same two qualities in his accounts of Clement of Alexandria as well, 49 although it is remarkable that he credited Clement, who cited Plato by name over 150 times in his own works, only with general knowledge of "the opinions of the philosophers." 50 In fact, although Eusebius named Plato over 450 times in his Preparation for the Gospel, he mentioned him only three times in the Ecclesiastical History, once in connection with Philo, once in connection with Origen, and once in a direct quotation from Justin Martyr.
51
Other church leaders partially match Philo's biography, but none as closely or specifically as Origen.
52
It seems, then, that Eusebius can be regarded as having followed a characteristic outline when presenting his heroes in the Ecclesiastical History, for many of them share common elements. But no author received as full a treatment as Origen, and Origen's biography is closer to Philo's than to any other figure about whom Eusebius reported. Eusebius, it seems, expanded his model in his portraits of Philo and Origen, intentionally presenting the two as equals. This leads us to the conclusion that Eusebius regarded Philo as a representative scholar just like Clement, Origen, and even his personal teacher, Pamphilus. 53 The difference, of course, is that he identified these other figures explicitly as Christians. Philo was not. His meeting with Peter ought to suggest that Philo converted, but neither Eusebius nor Jerome made this claim explicitly. 54 Through their biographical similarities, Philo and Origen stood as pillars of learning and scriptural exegesis. Philo may have represented the finest "Christian" scholarship, but he was not himself clearly Christian. 47 It should be noted that Eusebius emphasized the "philosophic life," and thus formed a connection between Origen and Pamphilus that was not present in his account of Philo (see Penland, "The History of the Caesarean Present: Eusebius and Narratives of Origen," 
Eusebius' Motives
Assuming we are correct about our proposals above, why did Eusebius wish to establish such a close connection between Philo and Origen? There are at least two answers to this question. First, we must believe Eusebius was simply following the lead of Origen himself. Even though Origen only mentioned Philo by name three times in his extant works, 55 he referred to him anonymously as a "predecessor" no less than twenty three additional times. 56 Ilaria Ramelli expresses the importance of these references as follows:
Origen tends expressly to refer to Philo as a predecessor precisely in points that are crucial to his Scriptural allegorical method. This strongly suggests that Philo was his main inspirer for the very technique of philosophical allegoresis of Scripture, and that Origen both was well aware of this and acknowledged his debt. 57 Eusebius may have been one of the few early Christians in a position to read Philo's works thoroughly enough to recognize the actual source of Origen's anonymous references to predecessors.
The very language Origen used ("one before us," τις τῶν πρὸ ἡμῶν) placed Philo squarely in the tradition of which Origen considered himself an heir. Add to this the use of Philo Eusebius most certainly observed in Clement of Alexandria. 58 Eusebius, therefore, must have recognized the importance of Philo in the tradition of Alexandrian scriptural exegesis as it had come down to him, 59 but wished not to identify Philo, the originator of this tradition, explicitly as a Jew.
cal school with the ancient one. 68 Although Eusebius did not trace the history of the school directly to Philo, he did say "from ancient custom a school of sacred learning existed among them." 69 Since Eusebius labored to identify a succession of individuals at the head of the catechetical school, at least from the time of Pantaenus, and a specific succession of bishops at the head of the church, we are inclined to assume that his "from ancient custom" is not a generic reference to the Therapeutae, but alluded instead to a certain anonymous individual, which alert and educated readers could readily assume to be Philo himself. Indeed, Mark was the only other individual he mentioned in connection with early Alexandrian Christianity, and Eusebius never tied Mark specifically with the Therapeutae or the scholasticism among them. If we can know anything about early Christian scholasticism in Alexandria, it is most likely Jewish, if not Philonic, in origin. 70 If not institutionally, at least intellectually, Philo exerted his influence on the Alexandrian Christian community, beginning with Clement, and possibly with Pantaenus. This great cradle of Christian philosophy drew its inspiration from Alexandrian Judaism. Their Bible was an Alexandrian production, at least in their minds. Their tradition was littered with Jewish influences, with Aristobulus, the Wisdom of Solomon and Philo. Their understandings of philosophical and theological categories were, in many cases, articulated first by Philo himself. Eusebius could not have missed all of these influences. But things were more complicated with Philo, who lived at the time of the Apostles. His stamp was clearly visible in Alexandrian Christianity, as Eusebius knew, and he was a primary witness-the only surviving witness-to the earliest Egyptian Christianity as Eusebius wished to present it. So, when it suited his purposes, Philo was at once an honored Hebrew, a virtual convert to Christianity, and now an outsider providing "objective" eye-witness testimony to the community of the Therapeutae.
Conclusion
The great historian of early Christianity, Henry Chadwick, opened an essay on Philo with the ironic observation, "The history of Christian philosophy begins not with a Christian but with a Jew, Philo of Alexandria."
71 Eusebius would likely have agreed, mutatis mutandis. It is remarkable that his biographies of Origen and Philo were so closely aligned. Philo in fact shared more in common with Origen than with any other figure presented in the Ecclesiastical History. But the religious status of Philo remained usefully ambiguous, at least in the Ecclesiastical History. He was not yet Philo Christianus, nor was he entirely still Philo Judaeus. For Eusebius, he was Philo Hebraicus, a designation that could be construed as it suited Eusebius' contextual needs. Philo was the sole witness to the earliest Alexandrian Christians, the Therapeutae, and he was a personal acquaintance of the Apostle Peter. So even though Eusebius did not quite "convert" Philo, he did respect Philo's role in the tradition of Alexandrian Christian exegesis. To do so was simply to follow his hero Origen, who repeatedly acknowledged Philo, usually anonymously, as a predecessor. For this reason, I think, Eusebius ironically portrayed Philo in terms similar to Origen as the model scholar, regardless of his ethnic or religious affiliation.
